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Water service delivery costs in rural sub-Saharan Africa
likely exceed S1b per year

Access to improved water sources
in rural sub-Saharan Africal

184m handpump users?
« O&M costs:® ~$485m p.a.

70m standpipe users*
« O&M costs:®> ~$490m p.a.

29m with piped connections
« O&M costs:®> ~$205m p.a.

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Piped on Premises  ® Other improved

. Data drawn from WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme (2015).

. Estimate from Macarthur (2014). This corresponds with number of users of boreholes & protected wells, as calculated from JMP country files.
. Based on mid-points of annual O&M cost requirement of US $2-3 per person (WASHCost 2011, adjusted to 2014 values).

4. Calculated from JMP country files.

5. Based on mid-points of annual O&M cost requirement of US $2-12 per person (WASHCost 2011, adjusted to 2014 values).
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Community-based financing of O&M widely promoted
in policies & assumed in finance plans

. = country with rural water cost recovery policy or financing plan
assuming O&M costs covered by household contributions

o A Uganda: “Various methods

. i _ can be adopted for

Sierra Leone: “Tariffs... may collection (’;’} funj;ls
take the form of levies, _ depending on the nature of
monthly payments per -

household or periodic > - the community
.’ o

harvests” “

Tanzania: “Communities will
establish a mechanism to pay the
full costs of O&M and for
higher service levels”

Ghana: “The method of -'
tariff collection... [is] the
pay-as-you-fetch method
at standpipes or pumps”

o

Zambia: “Contributions _ — _
could be monthly, bi- Malawi: “Collecting

. ;
annually or annually” . maintenance funds from

each user household”

Some policies promote cost sharing

for major repairs and rehabilitation

1. Based on information presented in Banerjee & Morella (2011) and GLAAS (2014). Banerjee & Morella (2011) listed countries with a rural water cost recovery strategy.
GLAAS (2014) listed countries with a “financing plan [which] defines if operating and basic maintenance is to be covered by tariffs or household contributions”. Quotes taken
from the following sources: Malawi Ministry of Irrigation and Water Development (2010), Tanzania Ministry of Water and Livestock Development (2002), Zambia Ministry of

Local Government and Housing (2007), Uganda Ministry of Water and Environment (2011), Sierra Leone Ministry of Water Resources (2013), Ghana Community Water &
Sanitation Agency (2011),



Mismatch between policy and reality
Majority of waterpoints lack revenue collection

Rural households paying for water (2008-09)? Revenue collection rates?
Cape Verde 100
Nalr3nib'ia 90
enin
Senegal 80
Botswana
Ghana 70
Mozambique
Uganda 60
Burkina Faso 50
Kenya
Weighted average 40
Nigeria
Tanzania 30
Madagascar 20 _
South Africa
Mali 10 B
Zambia
Malawi 0
Lesotho Tanzania Kenya Uganda Liberia Sierra
Zimbabwe Leone
Liberia B Rural utility collection rate (piped schemes)

W Standpipes/kiosks with revenue collection
Handpumps with revenue collection

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

1. n=17,515 (Afrobarometer, 2014). Available at: http://afrobarometer.org/data.

2. Piped scheme data obtained from Uganda Ministry of Water and Environment (2014), WASREB (2014), EWURA (2014). Analysis excludes waterpoints located in urban
areas. Analysis based on publicly available waterpoint datasets (Virtual Kenya, 2015; National Water Sanitation and Hygiene Promotion Committee, 2014; Sierra Leone,
STATWASH Portal; Government of Tanzania, 2014; Government of Uganda, 2012). For additional data see Waterpoint Data Exchange http://www.waterpointdata.org



Inadequate finance has major operational implications
Non-functionality rate twice as high when no revenue collected

Rural waterpoint non-functionality rates (n=183,149)?

45% 43%
0
30% yE07 26%
25%‘: 599 257 24% B
20% 16% . —
15% — —13% —10%
0<y 8% —
O%
Kenya Liberia Sierra Leone Tanzania Uganda
| With revenue collection Without revenue collection

If SDG is to be achieved in rural Sub-Saharan Africa

then financial sustainability must be addressed

1. Waterpoints analysed include standpipes, kiosks, handpumps and protected springs. Analysis excludes waterpoints located in urban areas. Data drawn from publicly
available waterpoint datasets (Virtual Kenya, 2015; National Water Sanitation and Hygiene Promotion Committee, 2014; Sierra Leone, STATWASH Portal 2014;
Government of Tanzania, 2014; Government of Uganda, 2012). For additional data see Waterpoint Data Exchange http://www.waterpointdata.org/






Two in five handpumps non-functional
Most households cite financial reasons for lack of repairs

Functionality status of Kwale handpumps Reasons why handpump not repaired
B Functional Non-functional (n—1098)
600
No money raised 32.1%
500
Repairs too expensive 31.2%
400 174 215
(41.5%)" Water committee is inactive
41
300 Acceptable alternative source
200 Not possible to repair
100 Water quality is poor
0 . : : : , Use a rope and bucket instead
Functional  Non-functional Non-functional Total
(<1 year) (1+ year)

40% of households resort to unimproved

water sources when handpump breaks down




Variation in frequency and cost of breakdowns
Communities struggle to fund low-probability, high cost events

Frequency and cost of breakdowns Distribution of repair costs (USD)
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Pay-as-you-fetch: higher income and lower downtime

Cash flows heavily influenced by rainfall

USD per day
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Finances critical to rural water sustainability & SDG

— Annual service delivery expenditure needs likely exceed S1b

@ « Mismatch between policy and reality

— Community-based financing promoted in policies and plans

— Majority of waterpoints lack revenue collection system

Key insights from Kwale, Kenya

Inadequate finance has impact on safe water access

Communities struggle with repair cost variability
Non-payment prevalent and shaped by social & environmental factors
Pay-as-you-fetch generates most cash and reduces downtime




